Dear Editor, With interest, we have read the review article by de Oliveira et al. entitled "Hysteropreservation versus hysterectomy in the surgical treatment of uterine prolapse: systematic review and meta-analysis" [1] .
Although our RCT did not meet the criteria to analyze the primary outcomes, it could have been used to analyze the secondary outcomes. To our surprise, the other RCT comparing sacrospinous hysteropexy and vaginal hysterectomy by Dietz et al. [5] was included in this review. However, they used the same selection criteria as we did and had a comparable number of women with uterine POPQ stage 2 (sacrospinous hysteropexy n = 21 (57%) and vaginal hysterectomy n = 19 (60%). The authors seem to be inconsistent in using their exclusion criteria. Therefore, we agree with Oliveira et al. that their results should be interpreted with caution because of the potential biases and the use of studies with a low level of evidence.
Compliance with ethical standards
Conflicts of interest RJ Detollenaere: none, HWF van Eijndhoven: acceptance of paid travel expenses for education (BARD).
